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From Warfare to Welfare: veterans, military charities and the blurred spatiality of Post-Service welfare 
 
Abstract 
The military offers a form of welfare-for-work but when personnel leave they lose this safety net, a loss 
exacerbated by the rollback neoliberalism of the contemporary welfare state.  Increasingly the third sector 
has stepped in to address ǀeteƌaŶs͛ ǁelfaƌe Ŷeeds thƌough opeƌatiŶg ǁithiŶ aŶd aĐƌoss ŵilitaƌǇ/ĐiǀiliaŶ aŶd 
state/ŵaƌket/ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ spaĐes aŶd Đultuƌes.  IŶ this papeƌ ǁe use ďoth ǀeteƌaŶs͛ aŶd ŵilitaƌǇ Đhaƌities͛ 
experiences to analyse the complex politics that govern the liminal boundary zone of post-military welfare.  
Thƌough eǆploƌiŶg ͚ĐƌossiŶg͛ aŶd ͚ďƌidgiŶg͛ ǁe ĐoŶĐeptualise ŵilitaƌǇ Đhaƌities as ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ suďjeĐts͛, 
active yet dependent on the continuation of the civilian-military binary, and argue that the latter is better 
understood as a multidirectional, multiscalar and contextual continuum.  Post-military welfare emerges as 
a competitive, confused and confusing assemblage that needs to be made more navigable in order to 
ďetteƌ suppoƌt the ͚heƌoiĐ pooƌ͛. 
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1. Introduction 
The armed forces have long been significant in the provision of welfare, although its nature, extent and 
quality have varied over time and space. Cowen (2005: 655), drawing on the American experience, argues 
that military service offers ͚a foƌŵ of ǁelfaƌe foƌ ǁoƌk͛ that ƌeǁaƌded service and sacrifice with access to 
public goods such as housing, health-care, pensions and recreation. These still provide an incentive to sign-
up for the armed forces, especially amongst marginalised sections of society (Cowen and Siciliano, 2011).  
In contrast, military welfare in the UK formed a template for the provision of welfare to civilian society 
through the post-war formation of the welfare state and National Health Service (NHS), in part to 
compensate soldiers and citizens for their service to a national cause (Basham, 2013; Cowen, 2008a).  
To date most academic research has focused on military welfare as a recruitment tool, particularly in the 
USA (Cowen and Siciliano, 2011; MacLeavy and Peoples, 2009), yet if enhanced welfare benefits are an 
incentive to join the armed forces, they are a necessity upon departure.  Previous research has revealed 
that those leaving the forces, whether through choice, redundancy or medical discharge, are more likely 
to suffer from social or medical problems as a result of service life (Carlson et al., 2013; Higate, 2000; 
Johnsen et al., 2008; Mechanic, 2004; White et al., 2012).  However, when people leave the military, their 
welfare ceases to be the concern of their unit and, instead, former military personnel rely on the civilian 
ǁelfaƌe state aŶd/oƌ aŶ aƌƌaǇ of ŵilitaƌǇ Đhaƌities aŶd ǀeteƌaŶs͛ organisations, depending on the nature 
and length of their service. Very often the way that ͚ǀeteƌaŶs͛ are defined determines who can access post-
service welfare as well as the quantity and quality of that provision. In the USA more support is available 
to service personnel who have seen active service while Swedish employers look favourably on veterans.  
In Australia, a veteran is defined as someone been deployed actively overseas and, similarly, the Dutch 
treat a veteran as someone who has served in war or on United Nation operations (Dandecker et al., 2006).  
Differences not only exist between but also within countries (Basham, 2013; Skocpol, 1992; Ware, 2010), 
requiring ex-service personnel to negotiate a confusing and overlapping terrain of welfare provision upon 
leaving the armed forces. This has been given particular pertinence given the roll-back of the civilian 
welfare state, troops being discharged from recent conflicts with mental or physical disabilities and large 
numbers of redundancies from the armed forces.i  There is a pressing need to understand better the ways 
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in which post-military welfare is delivered to individuals but, to date, there has been little attempt by 
academics to piece this puzzle together or to examine how ex-Service personnel are placed within the 
changing framework of welfare provision. 
In this paper we begin to fill this gap by examining the complex and ambiguous terrain of ex-Service 
peƌsoŶŶel͛s ǁelfaƌe iŶ the UK by paying particular attention to the role of charities that specifically provide 
for serving personnel, veterans and their families ;heƌeafteƌ ƌefeƌƌed to as ͚ŵilitaƌǇ Đhaƌities͛Ϳ. Through 
exploring the contemporary landscape of military welfare in the UK, we introduce and develop the concept 
of ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ suďjeĐts͛, ǁhiĐh ƌeĐogŶises the siŵultaŶeous spaŶŶiŶg of, but dependence on, a civilian-
ŵilitaƌǇ ďiŶaƌǇ ďǇ ǀeteƌaŶs͛ aŶd ŵilitaƌǇ Đhaƌities.  This highlights the Đoŵpleǆ politiĐs aŶd dǇŶaŵiĐ poǁeƌ 
differentials as charities move in and out of different relationships with each other and the state; the 
increasing hybridisation of the third sector leads us to propose that the civilian-military binary is better 
understood as an adaptive continuum along which these relationships move.  In this paper we explore and 
analyse the different ways in which the third sector maintains its position within the competitive and 
slippery landscape of military welfare in the UK through its relations with the state, ex-Service personnel 
and other organisations.  
We recognise that the distinction between civilian and military spaces, practices and relations is blurred 
(Woodward, 2004) but, nonetheless, the discourse of a binary persists in the language, attitudes and 
practices of both military charities and ex-Service personnel (Herman and Yarwood, 2014).  Important 
factors underlying the construction and persistence of this binary are the vested interests and entangled 
power relations that constitute this arena.  The geographies of the civilian-military continuum, as 
experienced by ex-Service personnel, are real and everyday, lived through their domestic, work and leisure 
spaces and shaped by their social relations, mobilities and emotional geographies.  However, here, we are 
focusing more abstractly on these perceived border zones in order to explore the social and power relations 
that shape welfare delivery.  Boundaries have long played an integral part in social theorising (Riesch, 2010) 
and we recognise them as zones of interaction, which can lead to tension, negotiation, conflict and 
opportunity.  GiǀeŶ thiƌd seĐtoƌ oƌgaŶisatioŶs͛ ĐoŵŵoŶ positioŶ as ͚gatekeepeƌs͛ ǁithiŶ ŵilitaƌǇ ǁelfaƌe iŶ 
the UK it is therefore important to conceptualise the roles that they occupy, and the underlying politics of 
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this, in order to better understand their relations with the users of their services.  Recognising their role 
thƌough the ĐoŶĐept of ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ suďjeĐts͛ highlights the iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ oƌgaŶisatioŶal Ŷatuƌe of ƌespoŶdiŶg 
to welfare needs (Milligan and Fyfe, 2005), which offers a more complex and grounded understanding of 
how the nation deals with the moral obligations to its ex-Service personnel. 
Our paper is divided into four main sections. We first introduce the third sector and its relations with the 
state, positioning this in relation to welfare in general and military welfare in particular.  In the second 
section we position the military-civilian binary as a discursive construction and introduce the concept of 
the ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ suďjeĐt͛ to aŶalǇse the Đoŵpleǆ iŶteƌ-agency politics and relations involved in its continuing 
endurance, conceptualising this through third sector-state-market-community relationships.  To explore 
these ideas, the empirical sections draw upon qualitative interviews with 25 ex-Service personnel and 11 
military charity representativesii conducted in 2012 in and around Plymouth, UK.iii  This city has a large 
military presence and, although the number of people serving in the armed forces has declined, there are 
still around 20,000 veterans living in Plymouth (Devon County Council, 2014), making up nearly 10% of the 
adult population.iv  Given this concentration, a number of national and local Service charities are based in 
the city and its surroundings, which offer support for veterans.  These include a Royal British Legion (RBL) 
drop-in office; the Naval Service Recovery Centre operated by Help for Heroes (H4H); a branch of the 
Soldiers, Sailors, Airmen and Families Association (SSAFA) as well as various regimental and service 
associations.  Through exploring the experiences of both veterans and military charities we illuminate the 
ways in which military/civilian relations are understood and politicised by the individuals and organisations 
who move through and populate the military-civilian border-zone.  We conclude by proposing that, while 
the rhetoric of a binary persists, a continuum offers a more accurate representation of the varying and 
dynamic relations and practices that constitute this border-zone between civilian and military, state and 
third sector.  In our discussion, the contextual spaces of work, leisure and welfare fall into the background 
but remain critical to the experience of both organisations and individuals; furthermore, their mutually 
constitutive relations with the social (Valentine, 2001) ensure that the complex politics of this terrain 
translate into a blurred and porous spatiality, governed by the dynamism and contingency of the military-
civilian continuum. Although our work is UK based, our exploration of post-rollback welfare makes our 
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research relevant beyond the UK context in a range of neoliberal welfare settings and post-transitional 
landscapes. 
 
2. The State, the Third Sector and Welfare 
“iŵplǇ defiŶiŶg the ͚thiƌd seĐtoƌ͛ is iŶtƌiŶsiĐallǇ pƌoďleŵatiĐ as this ǁide, heteƌogeŶeous aŶd dǇŶaŵiĐ 
grouping can seem highly disparate in practices, contexts and discourses (Alcock, 2012).  Nonetheless, this 
assemblage of charities, social enterprises, community groups, nongovernmental organisations and co-
operatives is geneƌallǇ ďƌoadlǇ uŶdeƌstood as ͚Ŷot the state aŶd Ŷot the ŵaƌket͛ ;ibid: 221).  However, in 
the UK and elsewhere, the third sector has assumed a growing role in public service delivery over the past 
20 years (Alcock, 2012; Milbourne, 2009; Najam, 2000), which is breaking down the traditional distinctions 
between it, the state and the market.  Relationships between the state and third sector are nothing new 
ďut the latteƌ͛s ͚hǇpeƌaĐtiǀe ŵaiŶstƌeaŵiŶg͛ iŶ the UK fƌoŵ ϭϵϵϳ oŶǁaƌds (Kendall, 2009) combined with 
post-2008 austerity measures arguably exacerbates the tensions in these relationships as third sector 
organisations respond and adapt to budget-balancing cuts.   
While relations with the state can be characterised by co-option and confrontation, they can equally reflect 
cooperation and complementarity, and the third sector is never simply a passive actant (Najam, 2000).  In 
response to uncertain funding and a changeable political environment, the third sector has become an 
increasingly diverse set of organisations with hybridised structures (Smith, 2010) whose economic reliance 
on the state, donations, fees and earned income creates an increasingly blurred and complicated landscape 
between non- and for-profit motives (Phillips and Hebb, 2010).  However, while the state has a symbiotic 
relationship with the third sector in the provision of social welfare and services (Mohan and Mohan, 2002; 
Yarwood, 2011) that has ďeeŶ ĐhaƌaĐteƌised ďǇ a ͚ŵoǀiŶg fƌoŶtieƌ͛ ďetǁeeŶ the tǁo (Finlayson, 1994; 
Kearns and Joseph, 1997; Mohan, 2003), we cannot simply relegate the latter to the position of a sub-
contractor of state services.  At different times and in different contexts, third sector organisations can 
operate both as insiders and outsiders; research by DeVerteuil and Wilson (2010) and Milligan and Fyfe 
(2005) highlights the dynamism of these relationships and the richness in terms of their on-the-ground 
materialisations.  They also remind us that these are about responses to welfare needs and so, 
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fundamentally, about care, whether this is understood as an organisational or a moral issue (Milligan and 
Fyfe, 2005).  Equally, what emerges in these discussions is the unevenness in terms of spatial and social 
engagement by the third sector – a situation arguably governed by their unplanned and often needs-based 
emergence and differential engagement with the state and its resources.  It is against this complex, uneven, 
dynamic and politicised background that we position the military charities that form the focus of our 
discussion. 
2.1 Armed forces Charities in the UK 
In this paper, we define military charities as those that provide some form of support for serving personnel, 
veterans and their families. Many of these can trace their routes to WWI and a desire by the public to care 
for the Service personnel and their families who had been wounded or bereaved in that conflict. Despite 
Bƌitish Pƌiŵe MiŶisteƌ LloǇd Geoƌge͛s Đall foƌ ͚a ĐouŶtƌǇ fit foƌ heƌoes to liǀe iŶ͛ aŶd the introduction of 
much social legislation, charities rather than the state were the backbone of welfare provision. Perhaps 
curiously, few military charities were established following WWII although many regimental associations 
were formed and thrived after this conflict; this may reflect the introduction of the NHS and National 
Insurance as part of the post-war reconstruction programme that introduced Fordist state-led welfare to 
the UK (Cowen, 2008b). Although military charities continued to play an important role, the duty of care 
shifted substantially towards the state. 
However, from the 1980s onwards there has been a rise in the formation of new military charities. 
According to the Charity Commission (2012), 10-20 new military charities are registered each year in 
England and Wales with registrations peaking in 2010 when 44 new charities were registered. This 
coincided with a high point in British causalities in Afghanistan and widespread public support for their 
plight.  Military charities also witnessed a 14% increase in their income between 2008 and 2012 (Pozo and 
Walker, 2014), requiring many to register for the first time, according to the 2006 Charity Act, as their 
annual incomes topped £100,000v. 
There are currently 2,050 charities associated with the armed forces in the UK (Ashcroft, 2014). These 
include cadets, heritage charities, regimental associations, grant-making benevolent trusts and a range of 
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specialist service delivery charities.vi  Of these 18% are welfare-related and have a growing role given 
current restructuring of the Services and the impacts of recent conflicts on Service leavers needs (Pozo and 
Walker, 2014). half of these are members of the Confederation of British Service and Ex-Service 
Organisations (COBSEO), an umbrella organisation that seeks to co-ordinate military charities, and 
accounts for over 90% of third sector income to armed forces charities (Ashcroft, 2014).  Despite the 
number of military charities, most headquarters cluster in London and the South East suggesting that there 
are spatial gaps in the provision of care from the third sector (Pozo and Walker, 2014).  
The growing significance of military charities since the 1980s coincides with the well-documented state 
͚ƌoll ďaĐk͛ fƌoŵ ǁelfaƌe pƌoǀisioŶ, plaĐiŶg gƌeateƌ ƌeliaŶĐe oŶ the ǀoluŶtaƌǇ aŶd pƌiǀate seĐtoƌs to ǁoƌk iŶ 
partnership to provide care (Peck and Tickell, 2002).  Neoliberal strategies and welfare reforms mean that 
(ex)Service personnel are likely to receive less support from the state (Walker, 2013)..  This benefits the 
state because the political risks of delivery responsibility are transferred while services are provided 
apolitically, cheaply and with a degree of consumer choice (Chaney and Wincott, 2014; Wolch, 1990).  
Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, ŵilitaƌǇ Đhaƌities help to eŶƌol the puďliĐ iŶ the ŵilitaƌǇ aŶd state͛s ŵissioŶ; ŵaŶǇ Đhaƌities 
deploǇ disĐouƌses of ͚heƌoisŵ͛ oƌ ͚the ǁaƌƌioƌ͛ to ƌaise the profile of serving personnel, and position them 
as deserving of public sympathy and monetary support.  At the same time, they are required by charity 
laǁs to ďe apolitiĐal.  BǇ foĐusiŶg oŶ the liǀes of ͚ďlokes͛vii affected by war, charities allow the public to 
sǇŵpathise aŶd suppoƌt ͚deseƌǀiŶg͛ ǀeteƌaŶs ǁhile ŵutiŶg ĐƌitiĐisŵ of the ǁaƌs that Đaused this Ŷeed; 
hoǁeǀeƌ, the laďelliŶg of soldieƌs as ͚heƌoes͛ iŵplies a taĐit suppoƌt foƌ ƌeĐeŶt ĐaŵpaigŶs.  Mumford (2012) 
argues that high-profile charities raised societal awareness of military veterans by humanising their stories 
while, simultaneously, the-then coalition government developed policies based upon societal responsibility 
for veterans.  The clearest expression of this was in the introduction of the Armed Force Covenant (2010) 
(AFC) that formalized the ŶatioŶ͛s ŵoƌal oďligatioŶ to its aƌŵed foƌĐes.  Its tǁo ŵaiŶ pƌiŶĐiples ǁeƌe that 
Service personnel should not be disadvantaged in relation to other civilians and that special consideration 
should be given to the injured and the bereaved. There has also been a greater expectation that military 
charities will support, rather than be supported by, the MoD (ibid); money raised by H4H has funded four 
state-owned Personnel Recovery Centres. 
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The State continues to support Service personnel in various ways, often prioritising veterans.  Examples 
iŶĐlude the MoD JoiŶt “eƌǀiĐe HousiŶg AdǀiĐe OffiĐe, ͚help to ďuǇ͛ sĐheŵes aŶd the Tƌoops to TeaĐheƌs 
programme; although their support for ex-Service personnel through Veterans UK appears more focused 
on advice and support around pensions and compensation, alongside a 24 hour helpline and referral 
service. The Ashcroft Review (2014) highlights that veterans are sometimes entitled to priority care from 
the NHS while some local authorities prioritise veterans when allocating social housing. viii  Nevertheless, 
accessing these services may be problematic since some veterans, particularly younger ones with a short 
service history, lack knowledge and experience of civilian institutions (Fossey, 2013) and may be unaware, 
for example, of how to register for a doctor or how to obtain housing support when they become civilians. 
There may also be a delay between leaving the Services and attempting to access help, either through lack 
of knowledge or recognition that problems exist.  Help for ex-Service personnel is only pƌoǀided ͚up to a 
poiŶt͛ (Pozo and Walker, 2014) and the third sector has been of particular importance in addressing gaps 
during the recent recession and associated public sector cuts.  However, the figurative minefield of welfare 
provision remains challenging: 
͚A Welsh ǀeteƌaŶ iŶ Ŷeed of a ŵoďilitǇ sĐooteƌ ǁho seƌǀed iŶ the ƌaŶks of the PaƌaĐhute Regiment 
would be eligible to receive support from a range of charities, including the Airborne Forces Security 
FuŶd, the PaƌaĐhute ‘egiŵeŶtal AssoĐiatioŶ, ABF The “oldieƌs͛ ChaƌitǇ, ““AFA FoƌĐes Help, the ‘BL 
and other relevant funds. In this instance, it is highly likely that he or she would be referred to a 
SSAFA Forces Help or RBL caseworker, who would then undertake a needs assessment on behalf of 
the veteran and co-ordinate the support of the relevant armed forces Đhaƌities͛ (Charity 
Commission, 2012) 
Additionally, a veteran would also be able to access welfare from other state and charity providers that 
serve the wider population and do not have a military remit. However, this highlights only the military side 
of the complex civilian-military assemblage that must be negotiated in order to access welfare.  We now 
ŵoǀe oŶ to iŶtƌoduĐe the ĐoŶĐept of the ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ suďjeĐt͛ as a ǁaǇ of uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg hoǁ the ǀeteƌaŶs 
and military charities in our study position themselves in the complex and over-lapping spaces of post-
service welfare. 
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3. Thinking through the welfare border zone: boundary subjects 
While we may dispute the binary nature common when thinking about civilian-military relations, spaces 
and practices, and recognise the constructed and contingent nature of this conceptualisation, it continues 
to affect, to varying extents, the lives and experiences of individuals and organisations (Herman and 
Yarwood, 2014).  UŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg ďouŶdaƌies theƌefoƌe ĐoŶtiŶues to ďe iŵpoƌtaŶt ͚ďeĐause theǇ distiŶguish 
one domain or situation from another, orderiŶg aŶd siŵplifǇiŶg the eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt͛ (Ashforth, et al., 2000 in 
Watson-Manheim et al., 2012: 34) ǁhile the ƌhetoƌiĐal aŶd pƌaĐtiĐal ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ ǁoƌk͛ of iŶstitutioŶs aŶd 
individuals creates and maintains a systematic, intelligible and governable domain and identity.  However, 
this makes it easy for boundaries to appear as static signifiers of a container-like, reified space ignoring 
both the possibility of individuals identifying with multiple spaces and the dynamism of how individuals 
engage with boundaries, which leaves the latter as fluid, contextual and relational (Watson-Manheim et 
al., 2012). 
To date, theorisation has dƌaǁŶ oŶ GieƌǇŶ͛s ;ϭϵϴϯͿ ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ ǁoƌk͛ to eǆploƌe “taƌ aŶd Gƌieseŵeƌ͛s ;ϭϵϴϵͿ 
͚ďouŶdaƌǇ oďjeĐts͛, ǁhich enable intercommunication and consensus between different groups; and 
GustoŶ͛s ;ϭϵϵϵͿ ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ oƌgaŶisatioŶs͛, siŵilaƌ to AŶĐoŶa aŶd Caldǁell͛s (1992) ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ spaŶŶeƌs͛, 
which manage the boundary, coordinating and facilitating action between domains.  These literatures 
recognise that boundary work can be strategic; it can function to include or exclude others, make particular 
relations (in)visible or locate in relation to the boundary in certain, advantageous ways (Gieryn, 1999).  This 
is because of the anticipated necessity for interfaces between communities to bridge perceived and actual 
differences (Karsten et al., 2001), ǁhiĐh dƌaǁs poǁeƌ to those opeƌatiŶg ͚oŶ the gƌouŶd͛ aĐƌoss these 
boundary zones, allowing them to be simultaneously sites of connection and separation (O'Leary et al., 
2013).  ͚Whetheƌ ǁe like it oƌ Ŷot ďouŶdaƌies keep ĐƌoppiŶg up͛ (Edwards and Fowler, 2007: 121) but how 
do we recognise a boundary when it does?  Following Watson-Manheim et al (2012) a boundary is only 
understood as such when it causes a discontinuity but we also argue that only when a disruption draws 
attention to the presence of difference is a boundary performed through both discourse and praxis.  This 
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disruption could be triggered by the realisation of a discrepancy between expectations and reality, by the 
experience of something novel or extraordinary or when attention is deliberately drawn to it. 
When we explore the role of the third sector it is clear that it occupies an increasingly problematic 
conceptual terrain between the state, society and market in terms of welfare provision.  On the one hand 
these organisations usually emerged from the grassroots in response to particular needs and issues, and 
now ͚provide relief to an ever-ŵoƌe disaƌŵed ǁelfaƌe state͛ (Bode and Brandsen, 2014: 1056) – a move 
given further impetus by the post-2008 global recession (Chaney and Wincott, 2014) – through locally 
grounded, participatory and innovative responses.  On the other, in a funding environment governed by 
austerity measures, many are either increasingly dependent on government contracts, which act in tension 
with their position as independent actors (Alcock, 2012) and, arguably, situate them as state instruments 
(Defourny and Nyssens, 2010) or are becoming hybridised through a growing reliance on the market for 
income (Phillips and Hebb, 2010; Smith, 2010).  This highlights the complicated and uneven balancing act 
which the third sector has to negotiate between financial sustainability, policy impact, service provision, 
organisational identity and responsibility to users, and positions these organisations as operating within, 
across and in tension with the border-zones between community, state and market (Brandsen and Pestoff, 
2006).  While boundary objects such as state-thiƌd seĐtoƌ ĐoŵpaĐts aĐt as ͚Ŷegotiated ďƌidges͛ aĐƌoss these 
organisational and rhetorical boundaries, conceptualising the third sector organisations themselves as 
boundary objects, organisations or scanners is simplistic.  Their active and strategic negotiation of this 
teƌƌaiŶ ƌefeƌs to soŵethiŶg ŵoƌe thaŶ siŵplǇ aŶ ͚iŶfƌastƌuĐtuƌal pheŶoŵeŶa͛ (Gal et al., 2004: 197), and 
we therefore propose the ĐoŶĐept of the ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ suďjeĐt͛ to addƌess this theoƌetiĐal gap. 
A ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ suďjeĐt͛ is aŶ iŶdiǀidual oƌ oƌgaŶisatioŶ ǁho has the ĐapaďilitǇ to choose how they engage 
with community, market or state spaces while remaining subject to, and dependent on, the interactions 
enforced by the perceived boundaries between them.   As both Najam (2000) and Alcock (2012) note, even 
when the state or market is dominant, the third sector still has agency within the relationship.  
Furthermore, these organisations arguably rely on the continuing perception of a boundary between the 
state, market and welfare users to make the case for their continuing utility through their unique capacity 
to work with and across these disparate groups (Bode and Brandsen, 2014).  Their existence is therefore 
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dependent on the continuation of these boundaries, which need to be maintained through rhetorical and 
practical boundary work in order to claim authority within the sector and to distinguish from other, 
ĐoŵpetiŶg oƌgaŶisatioŶs.   This ƌeĐogŶises that the ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ suďjeĐt͛ is Ŷot oŶlǇ iŶǀolǀed iŶ ƌegulating the 
trading zone that exists between, in the context of this paper, military and civilian cultures but is also 
engaged in enacting other spatial logics (Law and Singleton, 2005).  It is extremely timely to consider how 
these ideas can be applied to understanding the provision of welfare across military and civilian domains, 
especially given recent initiatives aimed at supporting the well-being of ex- and serving Service personnel. 
IŶ the UK, foƌ eǆaŵple, the AFC aiŵs to Đlose the ͚diǀide͛ ďetǁeeŶ ŵilitaƌǇ aŶd ĐiǀiliaŶ ǁoƌlds ďǇ eŶƌolling 
state, private and voluntary organisations into local civilian-military partnerships to support troops and 
their families.  In the following sections we empirically explore the ways in which military charities 
negotiate their positions as boundary subjects, using techniques to simultaneously bridge but also 
perpetuate the civilian-military divide for their service users, highlighting the vested interests and 
conflicting relations that shape this welfare terrain. 
 
4. Bridging the Divide: maintaining the Service Family 
For veterans, iƌƌespeĐtiǀe of theiƌ ͚suĐĐess͛ iŶ tƌaŶsitioŶ oƌ theiƌ tiŵe out of the “eƌǀiĐes, seŶtiŵeŶts of loss 
weƌe ĐoŵŵoŶ aŶd peƌsisteŶt, ǁith iŶdiǀiduals ŶotiŶg that ͚leaǀiŶg the NaǀǇ is a ďit like losiŶg Ǉouƌ paƌeŶts͛ 
(Veteran B, Interview, 26/06/12), and these feelings were often exacerbated by a corresponding loss of 
identity: 
͚You͛ǀe ďeeŶ paƌt of a speĐial gƌoup of people.  You ŵaǇ feel speĐial, Ǉou look diffeƌeŶt, Ǉou aĐt 
diffeƌeŶt, Ǉou haǀe Ǉouƌ oǁŶ ƌules, Ǉou haǀe Ǉouƌ oǁŶ laŶguage… aŶd all of a suddeŶ Ǉou͛ƌe Ŷot͛ 
(Veteran A, Interview, 26/07/12)  
However, military organisations can lessen the impact of this rupture through offering a degree of 
continuity spatially and relationally in terms of being part of a community, offering a support network of 
like-minded people as well as language and attitudes.  Service charities, which are civilian organisations, 
deploy terms used by the military in order to maintain a close alignment with active units.  The term ͚esprit 
de corps͛ is widely used iŶ the “eƌǀiĐes to desĐƌiďe the fightiŶg spiƌit aŶd tƌaditioŶs of a uŶit.  MaŶǇ ǀeteƌaŶs͛ 
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charities also utilise the term, extending it beyond the space occupied by a unit or the time spent serving 
it in order to provide a sense of continuation.  These terms are used most widely by regimental/unit 
associations, which aim to ͚ŵaiŶtaiŶ ĐoŶtaĐt ďetǁeeŶ past aŶd pƌeseŶt ŵeŵďeƌs of ƌegiŵeŶt[s] aŶd to 
fosteƌ espƌit de Đoƌps aŵoŶgst [theiƌ] ŵeŵďeƌs͛ (MoD 2014).  
Significant numbers of organisations seek to bridge the discontinuity experienced upon moving from 
military to civilian culture by linking veterans with their former units as well as serving personnel.  The 
Royal Marines Association (RMA), for example, aims to ͚maintain and promote esprit de corps and 
coŵƌadeship aŵoŶgst all ‘oǇal MaƌiŶes aŶd theiƌ faŵilies, past aŶd pƌeseŶt͛ (RMA 2014), and emphasizes 
this thƌough the slogaŶ ͚oŶĐe a ŵaƌiŶe, alǁaǇs a ŵaƌiŶe͛; an active positioning by the charity as serving 
both current and former marines, and their families, emphasizes inter-generational solidarity.  In addition, 
this ĐoŶŶeĐtioŶ to a uŶit positioŶs the ‘MA iŶ a Đleaƌ ŶiĐhe ǁithiŶ the ͚ŵaƌket͛ of the “eƌǀiĐe-focused third 
sector, providing a strong ƌaisoŶ d͛etƌe for its existence because the charity receives support and 
membership from the Royal Marines, while the welfare of the unit is enhanced by the charity.  Many 
Đhaƌities use the eǆpliĐit teƌŵ ͚faŵilǇ͛ to stƌeŶgtheŶ this ďoŶd, aŶd eŵphasize theiƌ speĐifiĐ ƌole; foƌ 
eǆaŵple “AFFA uses the ďƌaŶdiŶg ͚OŶe FoƌĐes FaŵilǇ͛ to suŵŵaƌise its ƌeŵit of suppoƌt aĐƌoss all thƌee 
Services. 
Service charities operationalise this bridging role through creating various forms of liminal border zones 
for veterans and their families; these can be virtual, through websites or newsletters, or tangible such as 
social clubs.  The RBL is one of the most well-kŶoǁŶ ǀeteƌaŶs͛ Đhaƌities iŶ the UK aŶd, aŵoŶgst otheƌ 
seƌǀiĐes, it ĐooƌdiŶates ďƌaŶĐhes aŶd Đluďs iŶ ŵost UK Đities, ǁhiĐh pƌoǀide a plaĐe ǁheƌe ͚old ďoǇs go to 
dƌiŶk ďeeƌ aŶd talk aďout old tiŵes͛ (Veteran B, Interview, 26/06/12).  For some, any form of connection is 
beneficial and so numerous techniques are deployed ͚…to keep iŶ touĐh ǁith people oŶ LiŶkedIŶ oƌ iŶ the 
loĐal puď, the Bƌitish LegioŶ, aŶǇthiŶg ƌeallǇ͛ (Veteran C, Interview, 24/06/12).  Military charities also serve 
as ͚ďƌidges͛ iŶ teƌŵs of eŵploǇŵeŶt aŶd ǀoluŶteeƌiŶg, as oŶe ǀeteƌaŶ ĐoŵŵeŶted:  
͚We haǀe alǁaǇs doŶe Ƌuite a lot foƌ the Bƌitish LegioŶ. “o although that is still ŵilitaƌǇ, a lot of 
those people aƌe Ŷoǁ ĐiǀiliaŶs aŶd ǁoƌkiŶg iŶ ĐiǀǀǇ stƌeet͛ (Veteran E, Interview, 07/12/12) 
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The latter emphasizes the liminal nature of spaces provided by organisations such as the RBL.  Most of the 
representatives of military charities that we spoke with were veterans, which highlights the blurred 
boundaries within the organisations themselves because while they are often staffed and populated by 
former military personnel, they are not formally part of the military: 
͚I left the NaǀǇ iŶ ϮϬϬϭ aŶd I liteƌallǇ left oŶ a FƌidaǇ aŶd staƌted heƌe oŶ a MoŶdaǇ… it͛s just like a 
continuation of our lives in the Navy.  I answer the phone and I use my title when speaking to people 
ǁho aƌe just like ŵe.  “o, it͛s just like aŶ uŶpaid - I͛ŵ Ŷot paid ďǇ the Navy - extension of naval life.͛ 
(Organisation 4, Interview, 26/06/12) 
Many of the specific unit associations organise annual reunions, which were important to some of our 
interviewees, although not all.  Some wanted a clear separation between their military and civilian selves 
and lives, using the discontinuity between these spheres to move on with no regrets.  For others, the 
opportunity to reminisce with former comrades enabled them to connect the different parts of their lives.  
For many, the military was more than just a career but also a lifestyle, a community and a way of relating 
to others; reunions allow people to reflect on experiences that their civilian friends are not able to relate 
to.  While in general these reunions were just to enjoy the camaraderie of remembrance, for others these 
spaces were more challenging as they connected them back into military networks and spaces, which they 
were desperate to regain access to: 
͚…it ǁas Đalled the City Naval Lunch Cluď … ǁe͛ƌe ĐƌeatiŶg those spaĐes agaiŶ so that Ǉou ĐaŶ ŵeet 
Ǉouƌ old Đhuŵs aŶd Ǉou ĐaŶ talk aďout old tiŵes … You got lots of people ǁho aƌe liǀiŶg aŶd ǁoƌkiŶg 
iŶ a ĐiǀiliaŶ eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt, despeƌatelǇ atteŵptiŶg to ŵaiŶtaiŶ this “eƌǀiĐe ideŶtitǇ͛ (Organisation 4, 
Interview, 26/06/12) 
These soĐial spaĐes aŶd ͚faŵilǇ͛ foĐused pƌaĐtiĐes ͚aƌe assoĐiated ǁith Đoŵƌadeship aŶd ŵeŵďeƌship aŶd 
welfare, at the kind of stage-one low-leǀel of ǁelfaƌe͛ ;OƌgaŶisatioŶ Ϯ, IŶteƌǀieǁ, Ϯϱ/Ϭϲ/ϭϮͿ, aŶd ƌefleĐt 
part of the jigsaw of provision by Service charities.  So far we have focused on those practices and activities 
ǁhiĐh ͚ďƌidge the ďiŶaƌǇ͛ ďut the Đoŵpleǆ teƌƌaiŶ of this ďoƌdeƌ zoŶe ƌeƋuiƌes that seƌǀiĐe oƌgaŶisatioŶs 
enact multiple relations iŶ teƌŵs of hoǁ theǇ Ŷegotiate theiƌ positioŶ as ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ suďjeĐts͛ aŶd the 
services this enables them to provide to end-users.  For the latter, sometimes the military-civilian boundary 
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is Ŷot eǆpeƌieŶĐed as ďƌidged ďut as ͚Đƌossed͛, aŶd ǁe eǆploƌe this eǆpeƌieŶĐe thƌough hoǁ oƌgaŶisatioŶs 
support the post-transition welfare needs of veterans. 
 
5. Crossing the Divide: Post-Transition Welfare 
For the majority, the military to civilian transition is experienced relatively seamlessly with few having 
significant or long-term problems in terms of employment, debt, housing, relationships or health (Ashcroft, 
2014).  However, for some, transition comes as a shock because it represents more than just the loss of 
their job: 
͚“o, theǇ lose theiƌ health.  TheǇ lose theiƌ joď.  TheǇ lose theiƌ hoŵe.  TheǇ lose theiƌ eŶtiƌe suppoƌt 
Ŷetǁoƌk, all iŶ a ǀeƌǇ shoƌt spaĐe of tiŵe͛ (Organisation 10, Interview, 16/08/12).   
Cowen (2005) has argued that the military provides its personnel with access to forms of welfare that might 
otherwise be inaccessible to civilians; however this form of military welfare-for-work can create problems 
when individuals leave the welfare safety net that the Services provide: 
͚Theƌe has alǁaǇs ďeeŶ soŵeoŶe to fall ďaĐk oŶ.  Woƌst Đoŵes to ǁoƌst, Ǉouƌ faŵilǇ falls apaƌt, Ǉou 
kŶoǁ, Ǉou get diǀoƌĐed oƌ otheƌ ďits aŶd pieĐes… IŶ the past, Ǉou Đould just ŵoǀe ďaĐk oŶ ďoaƌd [i.e. 
out of family accommodation]… The daǇ afteƌ they leave the service, if your marriage breaks down for 
ǁhateǀeƌ ƌeasoŶ, Ŷo oŶe͛s iŶteƌested.  The seƌǀiĐe isŶ͛t iŶteƌested͛ (Organisation 7, Interview, 
26/07/12) 
In preparation for leaving the Services, personnel are given guidance and training on returning to civilian 
life that includes advice on accommodation, health care, welfare and, significantly, the organisations that 
eǆist to help theŵ if theǇ eŶĐouŶteƌ aŶǇ pƌoďleŵs. CeƌtaiŶlǇ, as the Ƌuotes aďoǀe suggest, the “eƌǀiĐes͛ 
responsibility for welfare ends when personnel leave with this responsibility being transferred to the state 
and the third sector.  The state remains responsible for administering some forms of welfare and advice; 
Veterans UK, which is funded by the MoD, administers military pensions and compensation payments while 
veterans, like any member of the British public, can turn to local authorities for welfare in terms of housing 
and healthcare. Nonetheless, one interviewee argued that this was not enough for many personnel: 
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͚The goǀeƌŶŵeŶt has ƌeĐeŶtlǇ doŶe this thiŶg aďout ƌeasoŶaďle pƌefeƌeŶĐe toǁaƌds ǀeteƌaŶs, ďut…. 
it͛s oŶlǇ a ĐuƌsoƌǇ Ŷod aŶd theƌe͛s Ŷo legal ĐoŵpulsioŶ ďehiŶd it.  “o, loĐal authoƌities haǀe got 
other stuff to do ...  they are never going to prioritise veteƌaŶs to the eǆteŶt ǁe ǁaŶt, that͛s just 
the fact.  The MoD foĐus heaǀilǇ oŶ tƌaŶsitioŶ aŶd doŶ͛t do ǀeƌǇ ŵuĐh aƌouŶd the loŶg teƌŵ 
ǀeteƌaŶs.  TheǇ ƌelǇ oŶ the ǀoluŶtaƌǇ seĐtoƌ to do that͛ (Organisation 9, Interview, 20/08/12) 
This increasing reliance on Service charities reflects the broader trends towards state-third sector 
partnerships in the delivery of welfare services, and many of our UK interviewees were keen to highlight 
theiƌ oƌgaŶisatioŶ͛s ƌole iŶ this ǁelfaƌe jigsaǁ.  According to one interviewee, his charity was more 
aĐĐessiďle to ǀeteƌaŶs ďeĐause of its ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ suďjeĐt͛ status: 
͚TheǇ doŶ͛t tƌust the MoD… ďeĐause ǁe͛ƌe iŶdepeŶdeŶt aŶd this guǇ [the advisor] was a war vet, 
he͛s got Ŷo aǆe to gƌiŶd.  He͛s totallǇ iŶdepeŶdeŶt, good at thiƌd paƌtǇ adǀiĐe … he͛ll fiǆ ŵe to get 
soŵe foƌŵ of tiŶǇ ǁaƌ peŶsioŶ.  He does that all the tiŵe, ďloodǇ eǆpeƌt…͛ (Organisation 8, 
Interview, 19/06/12) 
Here, the liminal nature of the organisations, as evidenced by their staffing by veterans, enables them to 
provide a more empathetic and secure service to those who have crossed the boundary and require 
support.  Milligan and Fyfe (2005) note that the general trend towards professionalization in many third 
sector organisations is impacting on their connections with volunteers from their original support base; yet 
military charities combine professionalization with the continuing engagement of ex-Services personnel 
perhaps because of their skills and continuing desire to be a part of, and supportive to, the wider Services 
͚faŵilǇ͛. 
Many military charities used their positioning as one within a patchwork of providers to signpost people 
towards the most appropriate – state or non-state – agencies indicating an increasing level of cooperation 
within the sector: 
͚…ǁheŶ soŵeoŶe Đoŵes to us ǁith aŶ issue, if ǁe ĐaŶ't deal ǁith it, ǁe doŶ͛t saǇ, ͞We͛ƌe teƌƌiďlǇ 
soƌƌǇ.  I ĐaŶ͛t see these people.͟  We effeĐtiǀelǇ shaƌe details aŶd haŶd theŵ over or signposting 
theŵ to the appƌopƌiate ĐhaƌitǇ oƌ oƌgaŶisatioŶ that ĐaŶ help theŵ͛ (Organisation 7, Interview, 
26/07/12) 
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According to Pozo and Walker (2014) the military charity sector shows greater cooperation than other 
charitable sub-sectors. Despite this evidence of collaboration, organisations remained critical of each 
otheƌ͛s aĐtiǀities aŶd, iŶdeed, of the state agencies involved in welfare, particularly the Career Transition 
Partnership (CTP), the official route through which all ex-service personnel cross into civilian life: 
͚I doŶ͛t peƌsoŶallǇ haǀe a ǀeƌǇ high opiŶioŶ of ǁhat the CTP offeƌs.  It͛s doŶe oŶ a ĐoŶtƌaĐt ǁith aŶ 
oƌgaŶisatioŶ Đalled ‘ight MaŶageŵeŶt… TheǇ aƌe paid peƌ head if people pass through the Career 
Transition Workshop.  They look after them in theory for two years before to two years after.  The 
service is a very perfunctory two-and-a-half daǇ Đouƌse…It does giǀe a ǀeŶeeƌ of lookiŶg at the 
outside world and generally speaking the gentlemen on the course are so excited by somebody 
suddeŶlǇ takiŶg aŶ iŶteƌest iŶ theŵ aŶd theǇ all saǇ... ͞Gosh that ǁas ƌeallǇ good thaŶk Ǉou.͟  But 
if you look at the product in terms of the CVs they produce, the lack of any networking campaign 
oƌ foĐus…AŶd that͛s ǁheƌe ǁe put a lot of ouƌ foĐus… ǁe pƌoǀide a ĐoŶtaĐt list of eǆ-officers who 
aƌe pƌepaƌed to help… But the CTP doesŶ͛t do aŶǇ of that͛ (Organisation 6, Interview, 13/07/12) 
We suggest that the particular critique of the CTP indicates both the strength and weakness of these 
organisations through their purported successes, which highlights their capacity to provide an alternative 
service, as well as their tenuous position as boundary subjects.  They need to demonstrate the benefits of 
their particular, non-state positioning and strategy to providing an effective and sustainable boundary 
crossing for end-users.  By utilising ex-Service personnel within their organisations, they are arguably better 
placed than the state agencies to connect with service users and so they are often recognised by ex-Service 
personnel as a first port of call.  Many of the charities were very proactive in making service personnel 
aware of the support they offer both for those serving and ex-Service personnel: 
͚I ǁƌite a letteƌ aŶd I giǀe it to a seƌǀiĐe peƌsonnel organisation who then forwards the letters on to 
these guys, just making them aware of me.  Most of them probably put it in their back pocket and 
thiŶk ͞I ŵight Ŷeed that oŶe daǇ͟ ...  EǀeƌǇďodǇ ǁho leaǀes is aǁaƌe of ŵe, ǁhetheƌ theǇ Đhoose 
to use me oƌ Đhoose to haǀe ĐoŶtaĐt ǁith ŵe is up to theŵ͛ (Organisation 4, Interview, 26/06/12) 
Organisations thus maintain their liminality in order to be able to speak, Janus-like, to both military and 
civilian worlds.  This makes them critical boundary subjects in that they have the capacity to shape how 
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individuals experience the boundary through acting as gatekeepers both to others in the state and non-
state sectors, as well as guiding those entering the military or civilian spaces who require it.  Their work 
ǁith seƌǀiŶg peƌsoŶŶel aŶd theiƌ faŵilies is also peƌtiŶeŶt as oƌgaŶisatioŶs also Ŷegotiate the latteƌ͛s͛ 
engagements with civilian cultures with one organisation noting that debt is currently the biggest social 
challenge for the serving personnel they support (Organisation 5, Interview, 30/06/12). 
However, only a few of our ex-Service personnel interviewees had ever used military charities and self-
ideŶtified as haǀiŶg ďeeŶ ͚suĐĐessful͛ iŶ theiƌ tƌaŶsitioŶ ǁith little Ŷeed foƌ suppoƌt iŶ ĐƌossiŶg the 
boundary.ix  When they did use service charities, our respondents highlighted the selective way in which 
they negotiated their path through this complex terrain: 
 ͚I͛ǀe Ŷot used aŶǇ fiŶaŶĐial help.  I had a ďit of a pƌoďleŵ ǁith ŵǇ flashďaĐks fƌoŵ BosŶia.  I just 
Ŷeeded theŵ, Ǉou kŶoǁ, soŵeďodǇ to talk to…  FiŶaŶĐiallǇ, Ŷo.  I feel a ďit guiltǇ askiŶg ďeĐause 
that͛s ǁhat guǇs fƌoŵ AfghaŶistaŶ aŶd IƌaƋ Ŷeed ...  I Đould go aŶd saǇ, ͞Hi.  CaŶ Ǉou giǀe ŵe this?  
I ǁaŶt to go aŶd do this foƌ ŵǇ…?͟  But I feel, theƌe aƌe ŵoƌe deseƌǀiŶg people … the thiŶg is I doŶ͛t 
Ŷeed it…͛ (Veteran M, Interview, 14/09/12) 
There was a general sense of reluctance to draw on the help that was available, with the suggestion that 
there were more deserving cases expressed by many former Service personnel, who largely felt that they 
had the capacity to negotiate their own paths with minimal assistance.  Despite this, there was an 
appreciation that it ǁas good to haǀe the Đhaƌities theƌe ͚just iŶ Đase͛: 
  ͚It is ŶiĐe to kŶoǁ that theƌe aƌe plaĐes outside of the Ŷoƌŵal GoǀeƌŶŵeŶt ďuƌeauĐƌaĐǇ, ŵoƌe 
someone like the British Legion who have seen so many cases that they can actually fight your 
corner. “o, Ǉeah, it͛s good aŶd ǁe kŶoǁ theǇ aƌe a ǀeƌǇ ǀaluaďle seƌǀiĐe͛ (Veteran N, Interview, 
13/12/2012) 
How individuals engaged with the military charity sector positions the way they negotiate the military-
civilian border zone as qualitatively different to the experiences of organisations.  While they are boundary 
subjects in the sense that, largely, they have the capability to choose how they engage with military and 
civilian spaces, they are more transient and mobile and hence not dependent on the continuation of the 
binary in the same way that organisations are.  While their identities often remain informed by their 
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military experiences and so, in a sense, they inhabit this liminal space, it is more at a personal, micro-scale 
and they do not rely on the separation between military and civilian cultures which, at the institutional 
scale, makes organisations simultaneously (dis)empowered within this sector.   Furthermore, while 
oƌgaŶisatioŶs͛ positioŶs ĐhaŶge as hoǁ theǇ ƌelate to eaĐh otheƌ, the state aŶd Đommunities changes this 
remains relatively bounded.  In contrast, individuals appeared to have more fluid experiences of this border 
zone as an embodied element in their everyday lives, which they can cross and re-cross in both the short 
and long term through employment (re-enlisting or working for a military charity) or leisure (at a reunion, 
in the pub or while reminiscing with former comrades).  We argue therefore that a continuum of civilian-
military identities/spaces/practices is better suited to represent the dynamic, flexible, contingent and 
multi-directional relationships that both organisations and individuals have. 
 
6. The Camouflaged and Competitive Terrain of Military Welfare Provision 
Despite efforts at inter-agency referral and collaboration, the proliferation of the military third sector, 
combined with changing and competitive relations with the state, presents a confusing welfare landscape.  
The continuum introduced above helps to capture the fluctuating insider/outsider status as government 
tenders and community-ďased eǀeŶts Đoŵe aŶd go, ĐhaŶgiŶg the dǇŶaŵiĐs of oƌgaŶisatioŶs͛ ƌelatioŶships.  
If, as Cowen suggests, the military provides a form of welfare-for-work, it is delivered via an increasingly 
complex array of agencies; after Wolch (1990), we suggest that the third sector is providing former and 
seƌǀiŶg peƌsoŶŶel ǁith ǁelfaƌe seƌǀiĐes that aƌguaďlǇ should ďe the state͛s ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ.  WithiŶ the 
military charity sector there remains a plurality in terms of organisational model from more grassroots 
oƌgaŶisatioŶs to Đoƌpoƌatist stƌuĐtuƌes ďut a ĐoŵŵoŶ thƌead iŶ ouƌ iŶteƌǀieǁees͛ disĐussioŶs ǁas the 
potential for tension within the relationship with the state: 
͚I thiŶk soŵetimes, they [government] see us as aŵuseŵeŶts… TheǇ͛ƌe theƌe to saǀe ŵoŶeǇ aŶd 
ǁe͛ƌe ďattliŶg to fight foƌ people͛s ƌights, aŶd Ǉou kŶoǁ, soŵetiŵes, it͛s too ĐoŶfliĐtiŶg.  Yeah, I do 
thiŶk that soŵetiŵes theǇ see us as a ďit of aŶ aggƌaǀatioŶ…͛ (Organisation 10, Interview, 
16/08/12) 
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Many commentators position this tension as important in maintaining a healthy and responsive democracy 
(Phillips and Hebb, 2010) but at an organisational level the dichotomy presented by the need to balance 
partnership working with an independent stance can put a strain on, and reduce the coherence of, the 
mission (Smith, 2010).  It is a contemporary reality that military charities form part of the mixed terrain of 
welfare provision that is now available to serving and former personnel.   Arguably the proliferation of the 
third sector in military welfare from the 1980s has meant that these organisations form a patterned ground 
between military and civilian spaces that is blurred and overlapping.  It is not only difficult for outside 
observers to distinguish the outlines of individual organisations but is also hard for those leaving the 
Services to position themselves in relation to this complicated and ambiguous terrain, despite the 
signposting by organisations mentioned above, because: 
͚I doŶ͛t thiŶk that they necessarily recognise us for what we do as much as they could or should.  
AŶd ŵaǇďe that͛s ďeĐause theƌe aƌe too ŵaŶǇ of us foƌ theŵ to deal ǁith aŶd foƌ theŵ to 
uŶdeƌstaŶd ǁhat ǁe all do͛ (Organisation 10, Interview, 16/08/12) 
While this diversity did offer opportunities for partnership working, evidence of tensions between 
organisations persist because of the competition for resources and authority.  For example, we detected 
indications of resentment towards newer charities such as H4H, launched in 2ϬϬϳ.  It͛s ŵessage of suppoƌt 
and campaigns for those injured across the tri-seƌǀiĐes Đaught the puďliĐ͛s iŵagiŶatioŶ, ƌesultiŶg iŶ oǀeƌ 
£131m in unrestricted funds from voluntary income (2008-2012) (H4H, 2014a).  However, it is clear from 
the H4H website that they have been criticised for detracting publicity and funding from established Service 
charities: 
The publicity generated by H4H has meant that all Service charities have benefited considerably 
fƌoŵ the foĐus oŶ this geŶeƌatioŶ͛s ǁouŶded… “iŶĐe H4H staƌted, otheƌ “eƌǀiĐe Đhaƌities haǀe seeŶ 
their income increase by more than 25%... Media interest in H4H has attracted attention to the 
important role that Servicemen and women play (H4H, 2014b). 
Despite these claims, the politicised terrain of post-tƌaŶsitioŶ ǁelfaƌe ŵeaŶs that HϰH͛s foĐus oŶ peƌsoŶŶel 
who have fought in conflicts since 2001 is controversial: 
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͚The diffeƌeŶĐe ďeiŶg that H4H, I͛ŵ Ŷot ďeiŶg patƌoŶisiŶg heƌe, ďut theǇ oŶlǇ do it foƌ people ǁho 
haǀe seƌǀed siŶĐe ϮϬϬϭ.  “o, if Ǉou ǁeƌe a FalklaŶds ǀet aŶd Ǉou Ŷeeded help, doŶ͛t go to H4H, theǇ 
ĐaŶ͛t help Ǉou.  Oƌ if Ǉou aƌe a NoƌtheƌŶ IƌelaŶd ǀet, Ǉou kŶoǁ.  “o, that͛s the diffeƌeŶĐe.  Just a 
sŵall poiŶt ƌeallǇ, ďut sigŶifiĐaŶt͛ (Organisation 8, Interview, 19/06/12) 
͚I ŵeaŶ, I͛ŵ a little ďit jealous aďout H4H aŶd all that … We Ŷeǀeƌ had that kiŶd of support, and yet 
we did the Gulf, Ireland, Bosnia, and Belize.  I mean, Belize, to me, was horrendous because we 
ǁeƌe out ďaĐk iŶ the ͚8Ϭs.  No oŶe talks aďout that … “o, it͛s ǀeƌǇ good iŶ a seŶse that it͛s Ŷoǁ 
ƌeĐogŶised.  To ŵe, it͛s like a ďit too late…͛ (Veteran M, Interview, 14/09/12) 
This further highlights the complexity of this sector with multiple charities and organisations working across 
the multiple needs of the tri-services, while some focus on a single issue, others are broader in scope 
connecting to a particular regiment, service or time frame, while others take a holistic approach: 
͚…Ǉou͛ǀe got a ǁhole ƌaft of pƌiǀate, Đhaƌitaďle, aŶd state iŶteƌǀeŶtioŶs agaiŶst the ǁhole ƌaft of 
different requirements, whether required at early service team or the wounded, the injured, and 
the siĐk, the ŵediĐallǇ disĐhaƌged, the ŵiŶistƌǇ disĐhaƌged, the peƌsoŶ ǁho͛s doŶe 4Ϭ Ǉeaƌs ago, 
ǁho͛s doŶe ϭϬ Ǉeaƌs, theǇ͛ƌe all diffeƌeŶt, aŶd the faŵilǇ ƌeƋuiƌeŵeŶts aƌe diffeƌeŶt too͛ 
(Organisation 2, Interview, 25/06/12)   
Attempts have been made through COBSEO to clarify this environment and it has attempted to group 
charities into clusters in a bid to improve information sharing and partnership working.  Despite these 
efforts towards harmonisation, the military welfare landscape remains a confusing terrain of multiple 
organisations and changing relationships.  Through their delivery of welfare provision, military charities 
support ex-Service personnel in their experiences of moving both ways along the military-civilian 
continuum but, ultimately, their position as boundary subjects shapes these interactions.  Dependent on 
the continuation of the boundary to justify their role in this ever more complex, overlapping and 
competitive welfare landscape, this impacts on how care is experienced and accessed by the end-user, 
arguably perpetuating this multiplicity as organisations continue to strive to maintain their positions and 
relative power.  Furthermore, in their rhetoric and practices, organisations both implicitly and explicitly 
reinforce the perception of the binary on which they depend, which may not always be helpful or useful 
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foƌ aŶ iŶdiǀidual͛s ǁelfaƌe ƌeƋuiƌeŵeŶts.  FiŶallǇ, the pƌolifeƌatioŶ of the thiƌd seĐtoƌ aŶd its hǇďƌidisatioŶ, 
consequent of the changing role of the state, uncertain funding and changing political environments 
(Smith, 2010), means that while military welfare remains grounded in relations of care, it is also increasingly  
entangled in broader networks of market forces and inter-agency politics. 
 
7. Conclusions 
While we agree with Woodward (2004) that the military-civilian divide is blurred and porous, we argue that 
it remains important to understand and analyse this boundary because of its continuing discursive and 
practical performance by the third sector, state and ex-Service personnel; it clearly remains an important 
factor in shaping identities and relations (Herman and Yarwood, 2014).  In this paper we focus on two of 
the multiple ways in which people engage with this boundary – bridging and crossing – to analyse the 
confused patterned-ground and complex inter-agency politics that characterise and govern Service-
focused welfare in the UK.  The rollback of the welfare state has allowed for the increasing role of the third 
seĐtoƌ iŶ this aƌeŶa aŶd, iŶ this papeƌ, ǁe pƌoǀided iŶsights iŶto the Đoŵpleǆ Ŷatuƌe of the latteƌ͛s ƌelatioŶs 
with this border zone between military and civilian as well as between the state, market and community.  
We noted that, while military charities have a caring role in supporting individuals making the transition to 
͚CiǀǀǇ “tƌeet͛, theiƌ ƌeleǀaŶĐe aŶd ƌole ƌeŵaiŶs fuŶdaŵeŶtallǇ dependent on the continuing perception of 
a divide.  They therefore have an interest in perpetuating and servicing perceived differences between 
military and civilian spaces, cultures and needs as well as emphasizing their liminal status, which they 
position as enhancing their welfare authority and capacity in contrast to the state and market.  We 
ĐoŶĐeptualise these oƌgaŶisatioŶs as ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ suďjeĐts͛, ďuildiŶg oŶ pƌeǀious theoƌisatioŶs of ďouŶdaƌies 
to include more active agency, tactical positioning and the contingency of a more relational understanding 
of border-zones.  This offers a more contextually grounded conceptual framing of the role of the third 
sector in military welfare, which is useful as it connects this into the broader economies and politics in 
which this also increasingly operates. 
Recognising the role of boundary subjects in perpetuating the military-civilian binary discourse has 
important implications for shaping the geographies and social orderings of military welfare.  Here, relations 
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of care become recognised as embedded in the broader politics and market forces inherent in agencies 
jostling for authority and survival.  In turn, this shapes the delivery of welfare and how it is experienced 
arguably establishing more changeable and contingent environments of care for individuals to negotiate.  
This highlights the dynamism and complexity of the relations between individual ex-Service personnel and 
ŵilitaƌǇ Đhaƌities, ǁith the foƌŵeƌ Ŷot just as ͚seƌǀiĐe useƌs͛ ďut as aĐtiǀe ageŶts iŶ ǁhat aŶd hoǁ theǇ use, 
as well as how the charities theŵselǀes aƌe fƌaŵed.  To us, this suggests that eǀeŶ though a ͚ ďiŶaƌǇ͛ persists 
in the language and actions of military charities, the self-understandings and performances of all the actors 
iŶ this ͚post-“eƌǀiĐe laŶdsĐape͛ is ďetteƌ uŶdeƌstood as a Đontinuum.  This operates both ways, at multiple 
scales and is fluid and contextual; an organisation may position itself simultaneously closer to one end to 
connect to a particular regiment and to the other to draw on support.  An individual may change how they 
ideŶtifǇ duƌiŶg the Đouƌse of a ĐoŶǀeƌsatioŶ aŶd, eǀeŶ afteƌ ŵaŶǇ Ǉeaƌs as a ͚ĐiǀiliaŶ͛, ĐaŶ still dƌaǁ oŶ 
military experiences. 
One consequence of this boundary subject status for organisations is a co-option into neoliberal welfare 
strategies.  Although charities and other NGOs may critique the rollback of the state and increasing 
emphasis on individual responsibility, the needs that this has left unaddressed provides a justification for 
their existence, which they are unlikely to criticise.  The proliferation of military charities in recent years 
combined with the continuing, if limited, role of state agencies leaves the delivery of welfare services a 
competitive arena in which the politics of survival jostle with the responsibility to do the best for the service 
user.  Popular perceptions of the latter – those in need of welfare support – have changed over time with 
circumstances and legislation but arguably the Victorian-eƌa sepaƌatioŶ of the ͚deseƌǀiŶg͛ aŶd 
͚uŶdeseƌǀiŶg͛ pooƌ peƌsists.  Although the social covenant made between military personnel and the state 
arguably ends when the former leave the Services, it continues to shape public attitudes towards ex-Service 
iŶdiǀiduals.  This is ŵoďilised ďǇ ŵilitaƌǇ Đhaƌities thƌough the disĐouƌse of the ͚heƌoiĐ pooƌ͛, a depolitiĐised 
but deserving individual; despite this, the fact that ex-“eƌǀiĐe peƌsoŶŶel foƌŵ ϲ% of LoŶdoŶ͛s hoŵeless 
(Johnsen et al., 2008) and 9.1% of English and Welsh prisoners (MacManus and Wessely, 2011) indicates 
that the promises of in and post-Service welfare are not always being met.  A clearer and more navigable 
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welfare system is essential to support ex-“eƌǀiĐe peƌsoŶŶel ǁho aƌe ͚going from a small close-knit 
ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ to just ďeiŶg… just a Ŷoƌŵal peƌsoŶ͛ (Veteran C, interview, 10/12/12). 
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